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PER CURI AM

Felipe Valerio Plasencia pled guilty to possession with
intent to distribute cocaine, inviolation of 21 U.S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1)
(2000), possession of a firearm in furtherance of a drug
trafficking crime, in violation of 18 U S.C. § 924(c) (2000), and
possession of a firearm by a felon, in violation of 18 U S. C
8 922(g) (1) (2000). The district court classified Plasencia as a

career offender, see U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Mnual 8 4B1l.1

(2003), and sentenced himto a 180-nonth term of inprisonnment for
the drug offense and sixty nonths each on the firearns offenses,
all to be served consecutively, for a total sentence of 300 nonths
of inprisonnment. Plasencia appeals his sentence. W affirm

Pl asencia challenges the district court’s decision to
classify himas a career offender, asserting that his convictions
for third-degree crimnal possession of a controlled substance in
New York state court are not controlled substance offenses, as
defined by USSG § 4B1.2(b). \Wether an offense is a controlled
substance offense is a | egal question that we review de novo. See

United States v. Smth, 359 F.3d 662, 663-64 (4th Cr. 2004). W

have thoroughly reviewed the subm ssions of the parties in this
matter and the district court’s sentencing decision and concl ude
that the court did not conmmt reversible error in determning that
Pl asencia was a career offender. W therefore affirmPlasencia’s

sentence. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and



| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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